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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Edward Ouma appeals his convictions and sentence based upon his
guilty pleato one count of aiding and abetting the making of false
statements in violation of 18 U.S.C.A. § 1001 (West Supp. 1999); one
count of aiding and abetting in the alteration of adocument in viola-
tion of 18 U.S.C.A. § 1546 (West Supp. 1999); and one count of
unlawful procurement of citizenship in violation of 18 U.S.C.A.

§ 1425(b) (West Supp. 1999).* Ouma asserts that (1) his guilty plea
was not knowing and intelligent because the district court failed to
inform him that as aresult of his guilty plea, he would be denied
political asylumin the United States; and (2) his counsel was ineffec-
tive for not informing him that as aresult of his guilty pleaand con-
viction, he would be indligible for political asylum. We have
reviewed the parties submissions, the record, and the applicable law,
and find no reversible error.

The district court was not required to inform Ouma he would not

be able to seek political asylum because exclusion from seeking asy-
lum was a collateral consequence of Ouma's plea. See Cuthrell v.
Director, Patuxent Inst., 475 F.2d 1364, 1365 (4th Cir. 1973). Fur-
thermore, Oumals claim of ineffective assistance of counsel is merit-
less because it does not "conclusively appear” in the trial record that
counsel provide ineffective representation. See United Statesv.
Fisher, 477 F.2d 300, 302 (4th Cir. 1973).

* Although Ouma asserts that he has appealed the court's order deny-

ing him post-conviction relief under 28 U.S.C.A.§ 2255 (West 1999),
his notice of appeal specifiesthat he appealed the court's December 8
final judgment order. When the notice of appeal designates a specific rul-
ing being appealed, we do not have jurisdiction to review other judg-
ments or issues not expressly referred to or impliedly intended for
appeal. See C.A. May Marine Supply Co. v. Brunswick Corp., 649 F.2d
1049, 1056 (5th Cir. 1981); Gunther v. E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co.,
255 F.2d 710, 717-18 (4th Cir. 1958) ("since the jurisdiction of the
appellate court is determined by the timeliness and specific terms of the
notice, it cannot be modified to cover ajudgment not included by an rea-
sonable interpretation”). Thus, we address only Ouma's appeal from his
convictions and sentence.
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Accordingly, we affirm Ouma's convictions and sentence. We also
deny Ouma's pro se motion requesting transcripts of the district court
proceedings, documents seized by the Social Security Administration
and the IRS, and the name, address, and tel ephone number of his
counseal. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and argument would not aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



